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ghe'CHAIRMAN“(Gzechoslovakia): I declare open the 175th meeting of the

Conference .of  the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Mr, FISHER (United States of America): For the past two months we have been.
discussing thie positions of each side on nuclear weapons and their meansof delivery.
Both sides have proposed solutions to the problems posed by these armaments, This
morning I want to comment on the proposals of each side. I should like to do so
in the light of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles (ENDC/5). '

We work towards general disarmament in the knowledge that a rough balancé of
destructive capability has been reached on both sides. Unfortunate as it may bé,
thé peace today is a result of this rough balance, and it 1s the tremendous power
of the destructive armaments lying behind this rough balance which impels us to
search for better ways to keep the peace. 'Much as we are concerned with the
exlistence of these armaments, however, our efforts -here will be successful only
wWnen we recognize that we can reduce them only in a way which does not disturb the
balance which we know exists,

We have agreed to preserve the balance in principle 5 of the Joint Statement.
of Agreed Principles, which states that during the disarmament process no State
or group of ‘States should gain military advantage and that security should be
ensured for all. Our - primary efforts should be to safeguard the balance of
security as disarmament proceeds s .

The United States proposais (ENDG/SO and Corr.l and Add.1,2,3) take the present
situation .in the world, where é rough balance exisfs, and in accordance with principle 5
provide for balanced reductions. We propoée to accomplish. these reductions in much
the same way as a balloon filled with air is reduced, changing its-siZé without
changing its shape. ‘ ' . ‘ .

We have proposed two methods to accomplish the task of balanced reductions.

The first is-the cutting of major armaments across the board. This has to do
with ﬁhe épread'of armaments which are to be cut. The principle of across“bhé=board
cuts bf_major armaments ensures that no important weapon or weapon systém is leff
out of the reductionAprocessa' Every State involved in the reductions knows that
eachvofvthe other parties will be subject to reductions in similar weapon systemé.
Across-the~board cuts also avoid the major problem of how to weigh or measure different

arms against one another.
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The second is uniform percentage cuts of armaments. This has to do with the

depth of the cuts. Reductions by percentages have a number of advantages. Provided

- the percentage cuts are uniform, the proportion which each side cuts is even.

In the field of collateral measures, in contrast with general disarmament,
we are attempting to find selected areas of the arms race in which action can be
taken prior to reaching agreement on comprehensive reductions. It is important

to realize that the guestion of. balance is germane also to collateral measures, such

- as the United States proposals for a freeze and the destruction of certaln bombers

(ENDC/120), as well as to comprehensive reductions.

This discussion of the way in which our proposals maintain balanced reductions
leads me to my second point. v

The recent Soviet proposal on muclear delivery vehicles (ENDC/2/Rev. 1/4dd.1)
has been called a step forward in certain respects., At the same time, if we.
understand it .correctly, it has several important disadvantages.

The first of those disadvantages is the imbalance which would result if it
were put into effect. ' A

First, the Gromyko proposal, as we now understand it, means that the Soviet
blan has several criteria for reductions. Under it, we are told, some armaments
are to be eliminated altogether in the first stage. We have been told that under
that plan all nuclear delivery vehicles are to be eliminated except for a few land-

based intercontinental ballistic missiles, anti-missile missiles, and surface-to-air

‘missiles, which could be retained by the United States and the Soviet Union.  But

we do not yet kﬁow, two years after the initial propbsal- was made and almost six
months after the latest modification, exactly what categories of nuclear delivery
vehicles are included in that Soviet proposal. Moreover, we do not yet know what
quantitiés of such delivery vehicles will be retained,

We have an additional category. This category includes the conventional
armements which will be reduced by percentages -- 30 per cent in the first stage

and 35 per_dent in each of the following stages. .
‘ |
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- This svstem’of reductions, of course; would result in radical shifts in the
present balance, wlthout any apparent concern about what the results of the

shifts would be. Further, the Soviet Union plan, as I understand it, does not
prov1de a concrete basis for reductions. Those of us not on the Soviet side of
thlspnegotlatlng table are not able to gain a clear idea of what the final balance
wouldilook like, We are told in effect that we must agree in principle to a proposal
mwhich will involve imbalances in order to see how grave those imbalances might)be,;
We.should_like to know the exact position of the Soviet Union on these questions.,
But of course we are not ready to agree in'principle.to_an.unknown proposal iﬁf '
:order to find out just what the proposal involves. . _ ,
| A second weakness in the Gromyko proposal is the manner in whlch it dealsv

wlth verlflcatlon. - The SOVlet Union made a small forward step when 1t .accepted ..
some control over declared retalned mlss1les. This control is apparently to
commence only at the beginning of stage IT. lt is apparently. to 1nclude the
launchlng pads only for those mlss11es whlch the Soviet Union tells us it is retalnlng.
However, the most recent changes in the Sov1et draft treaty do not. appear to reflect
that offer. ‘ o ‘ _
' Furthermore, it seems that verlflcatlon of even declared retalned vehlcles

will not take place in stage I. That will mean that as, disarmament proceeds in -
’stage I, presumably only the vehlcles belng destroyed will be verlfled It wlll
mean that for stage T there w1ll be apparently no declaratlons of exactly what each
s1de retalns as the elghteennmonth perlod suggested by the Sov1et Unlon progresses.
. Obv1ously serlous 1mbalances could result from such a process. . Neither side
WOuld have the means. of knowlng that the other was in fact destroylng 1ts entlre:‘\
‘store of dellvery vehlclesln- other than those permltted -- during: the process.ul_:N.orE
would there even be. the control at the launchlng pads. which the Sov1et Union 1is, o
apparently w1lllng to prov1de at the beclnnlng of stage II. e

. ,In addition, even if there were control at the launching pads in the flrst and
followlng stages, there still exists the problem of land-based mobile m1s51lesu

It 1sJapparent_thatpa.snall_number_of.landrbased mobile missiles could be transported
long « distances in a very short period'of'time. - They do not require flxed launchlng

pads,.. . In .an area where verlflcatlon was. restrlcted to. the launchlng pads, such .
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b, .

-miss1les might never becone known, Their mobility would perNit large numbers to
be retained without fcar of discovery. Their mobility would also permit rapid
‘strategic deployment to the disadvantage of the other side, ' ‘

In this area of prime importance to national security, no reSpons1ble off101al
can accept ‘the unverified word of another on such questions as the reductions of
nuclear delivery vehicles. Mr., Burns has pointed out how the retention of a small
' number of missiles under such 01rcumstances would become more and more critical the
fewer the retained miss1les permitted on each side., ~But I cannot find in the Sov1et
proposal any attempt to prov1de assurances on this score. ' '

To sum up: 'we knot very little about what “the Soviet Union proposses Lo provide
in the way of verification, This is true with respect to miSSiles which are declared
to be in existence in’ stage I, to undeclared missiles in every stage and particularly
£0 mobile missiles whose launching sites are not fixed.’ N o a

Third, there are a nunber of very acute problems which ex1st in respect to
measures with which the Gronyko proposal is linked the w1thdrawal of‘foreign
l‘troops, and the abandonnent of overseas bases. ' | ’ o

A number of past statements from our side have shown that the Western systen
of alliances grew out of the challenges presented by the Communist bloc 1n the years
following the Second world War. Under its own proposals on trOOps and bases, the
Soviet Unlon, because of its size and location, its interior lines of communication,
and its large store of conventlonal armaments, would be in a very advantageous
military pOSition in western Europe. ‘ ‘ |

The Soviet proposals would work basic'changes“in the alliance withoutlat the
same time changing the military factors which caused that alliance to be joined.

The imbalances thus caused are another factor in our strong questioning of the

: realism of such an approach and of the practicality of the Soviet proposals.

Fourth there is the problen of peace—keeping machinery. ‘The Soviet
representative reaffirmed on 25 February ‘his Government's pOSition.‘ firstﬁopposing‘
the éreation of international peace—keeping forces out81de the framework of a treaty
on general and complete disarmament"and second, declaring that any peace—keeping
"~ forces created within the framework of general and complete disarmament shouLd be'
subJect to a double veto: that 1s, the veto of the Security Gouncil in the first
instance, and in addition the veto 1np1101t in & 329552 command of the force

(ENDG/PV.169, pe6). In view of the.Soviet opposition to the creation of a truly
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effectlve 1nternational peace force under the United Natlons before, durlng or

- after disarmanént,  we may:ask precisély ‘how the "huelear unbrella" 51np11f1es the
probXemn’ of‘peace~keep1ng as our Soviet ‘colleague claimed om 4 February C
(ENDG/FV, 163 5 Pe2L) & We might' ask, with 211 reSpeot°‘ ”Does the 'nuclear umbrella’
. reallty simplify or-aggravate the dlfflcultles°”" o S

As the third stage nears an end, under the Soviet proposals 21l States w1th the ‘
exception of the United: States-ahd the Sov1et Union would be approachlng conplete N
disariament,- " But what happens to the securlty of thé Test of the world? ‘

(n the -one hand, thé- non—nuclear Powers might feel that the Mnucledr unbrella"‘ a
could be turned into ‘an instrument of nuclear blackmail, W1th no conventlonal
foroes, ‘no system of alliances, and no effective international 1nst1tut10ns for :
maintaining the peace, the nuclear threat would afpear to us to loom larger over
the non~nuclear” States than it does even today. '

Onthe other hand, clashes of 1nterest between smaller nations are bound to
occur, even under the Soviet proposals. 'As all nations approach complete conventlonal
disarmament, how does retentlon ‘of the "nuclear umbrella" by the Unlted States and
the Soviet  Union s1mp11fy the problem of bringing about the peaceful settlement ‘of
dlsputes amcng lesser Powers? How is aggress1on by a mlddle Power agalnst a snaller
neighbour to'be deterred? Neither the Gromyko proposal nor the’ Sov1et proposal for
national contingents under a Security Council veto and trg;ka comnand, prov1des a
satlsfactory answer to those probleps. In short, “these proposals, it appears to us,
might ircrease the opportunltles for both tyranny and anarchy in the 1nternatlonal
communlty. T : . '

Finally, there is the - problem of the phllosOphy Whlch the Sov1et Unlon has
claimed underlles its proposal. This question is 1mportant because 1t appears to
be a:major factor by which the Soviet Union dlstlngulshes its proposal from ours=

The Soviet representatlve has ¢laimed many times in this Conference that the
Soviet proposal eliminates, or ends, the possibility of nuclear war in the flrst
stage., He has called this the keystone_of the:Sov;et approach.

’
!
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When the Western side p01nted out that there was always a possibility. of
reta1n1ng clandestlne mlsslles under the original Soviet plan, the Soviet Union
offered the "additional guarantees" which it says are contalned in.its proposal..
These guarantees involve the threat of nuclear retallatlon to offset the clandestine
retention of any m1ss1les,

But retalnlng the threat of nuclear war to deter such a war means that, in:
effect the poss1b111ty of such a war would remain, In fact, under the Soviet
, plan the threat of such 4 war could exist through the third stage and beyond,

I say "beyond stage ITII" because there ﬂs 54111 no clear indication in the Soviet

proposal that missiles clandestlnely retalned might not remain after:the end: of

" the disarmament process. It is also clear that the threat will remain through.

stage III because, as the Soviet Union 1tse1f has pointed out, the deterrent
nature of the missiles to be retained clearly involves the threat of nuclear war,
| The point here — and this is also sald with the greatest respect —-- is that .

the Soviet Union cannot at once proclaln the superiority of its plan because it
eliminates early the threat of nuclear war and at the same +ime argue that
verification and_peace—keeplng are unnecessary because of the United~-States~Soviet
"nuclear umbrella" ; The "umbrella" itself depends on the threat of nuclear war, -
The Soviet Union -— if I may use an American aphorism -~ "cannot have its
cake and eat it tooM regardlng this proposal, .-

In conclusion, the Soviet proposal as it now stands seems to ignore many of
the most 1mportant strictures of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principle$,
We hope that in future discussions w1th the Soviet representative he w1ll show |
that he has taken into account- this, aspect of the present world, '

I have made these observations,-. not in any spirit of contention, but in the
hope that. by thoughtful discussion we can further the progress we have already made

in thls Conference.

The CHAIRMAN~(Czechoslovakia): lPermit'me now to take the floor on

behalf of the Czechoslovak delegation and to make three short comments.
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w Fipst. ofwall, Iishould like toirefer to the remarks made on 10 March by the
representative.of.the United: Kingdom, Sir -Paul’ Mason, --Sir-Paul said that the
‘statemsnt by the® Czéchbslovak delegatictiion 3 March ‘(ENDC/PV.171, pp.16 ¢ seq.)

rather ‘disappoiiited hif, * He added +hat nothilig that we-had said’ then chahged his
convichion == ot res e L oclheoom Do SDoanmd e uts T S ‘ ;

1, that e should continué £6" searchout aréas of ‘common ground between

. “the - two. Fides where¥er there is’ any hope that those may -exist. " (ENDC/PV 173‘ De 18)

We cannot imagine that Sir Paul Mason could not understand the meanlng of
what' we' said: at the 171st mestirigy Nevertheless, in hig’ staiement he’ atbempted
to create the:impression-ﬁhet’theiGzechoslovak delegation: did" not wish to ‘seek’
areas of Gdminon - grounds ! What: was. thé” point of oul argumént at the 1715t meé%ing?
It was.thaty inthe courseiof our discussion on the Soviet-Union's proposalifer -
establishing the 'so=cdlled’ "nucléar umbréllal (ENDG/2/Rev.1/Add.1); the delegations
o7 the Western Powers, &nd that of thé'United Kingdom ifi ‘particular) have tried to-
impute to: thesocialist-delegations views that they:havé never héld., “I'havé in -
mind here especially the un;ounded assertlons that the s001a11st countrles recognlzed
the so-galléd-nuclear ‘deferrent as the main guarantee of peace, an4 that the ~
proposal for establishing the "muclear umbrella made it p0551b1e ! wage a nuelear
war until the end &f the disarmament process. | ) o |

Everyone-knows that that is not the case, it that the ”nuclear umbrella". esx
a complementary £ .arentée of securlty ~="on which Ehe Westarn Powers hdve placed S0
much ‘emphdsis- ih the past =< is of a purely défensive naturs. Neither any nucleal
deterrent nor any ‘military balance —- which" at’ any rats is 1mmeasurable and ‘
1ncomparable -="can be regarded as ‘the main guarantee of a hation's securltya
It is, in our opinion, sclely general ‘and complete dlsarmamen+ Whlch constltutes
such a.guarantee. : e s

~ The Czechoslovak' delegation and all 'the other “delegations of “the sécialist

countries unswervingly seek coumon grotnd for dgreements and, in tﬁe'ihteresﬁ:of%i
‘progress, do:their best to meet ‘the positions of %he‘western'PoWers,i“iThe very aim
of the~Soviet'Uhion‘s‘proposalﬁhOW“under dizcussion was to make sueh'éemmon{greundm
possible. . If that has not been achieved, it is only because the Western Powers

have not.taken any significant step forward to bring abou’s a rapprochement of views

in-5he field of genefal and complete disarmament §incé the negotidtions began in 1962.

[
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The attempts to make people believe that there is a certain common ground by
attributing to the other side views which, as is well known, it never -held cannot
be regarded as a serious effort in the search for a common ground on which to reach
agreement, A typical example of such a method was, again, the statement of- the
representative of the United Kingdom at the 173rd meeting, when he tried to prove.
that there were areas of agreement on certain questions where in fact there was no
_agreement at all. This again confirmed that we were right in our intervention at
the 17lsf meeting., ]

Further, I should like to make a few brief comments on the discussion of the.
Soviet Governmment!s proposal to create the so-called 'nuclear: umhrella®. |

It stands out as a significant characteristic of our discussion of the.

Soviet proposal that nothing to which the Western delegations have referred when
raising their objectionS'has weakened its importance as an effective measure which,
if adopted, would make it possible to solve the problem of the elimination of
nuclear weapon, delivery vehicles and would be conducive to the elimination of the .
threat. of nuclear war at the very beginning of the disarmament process. In oﬁr»
opinion, even the representative‘of.the United States was unable to weaken the
solid basis of the ‘Soviet proposal by his. arguments this morning.

The substance and the nature of the proposal, which is a purely defensive
complementary guarantee of security, have been underlined repeatedly in the
Committee by the Soviet delegation and by the other socialist delegations. .The
proposal was recentlj clarified in a very convincing manner also as regards the
reason why, for example, anti-missile missiles should be a part of .the "nuclear
. umbrella",.and why, on the other hand, nuclear submarines equipped with missiles -
should be excluded from it . (ENDC/PV 173, pp.29,30). B

However, the delegations of the Western Powers have apparently not. abandoned
their effort to find some shortcomings in the Soviet proposal and thus to diminish
1ts significance. = Their artificially-constructed argumentation is contrary to
call 1ogic.' Let. us note,. for exémple, how greatly the Western delegations have been
trying to prove that one type of weapon -- more specifically, the anti-missile,
missile =- would upset the military balance which they so often evoke, while another
type —-- the nuclear submarine -- is in their proclaimed view almost a phenomenon
of peace, since such weapons constitute an importent.part of the so=called nuclear

-

deterrent.
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?

 In the light of the facts, such contentidns cahnot in thé least hold true.
The anti-missile missile is a purely defensive weapon which cannot be used to launch
a nuclear attack against the other side. Can the delegations of the Western Powers
prove that the opposite is true? Indeed, nuclear submarines, which are practically
\incapable of being'systematically controlled, are weapons which may be used
primarily for launching a surprise attack. The "nuclear umbrella" broposal
envisages quite unequivocally that the weapons in .question would be kept exclusively
in the territories of the Soviét Union and the United States, where permanent and
reliable control would be ensured directly at the launching pads. That is why
nuclear submarines, according to fhe point of view of the soclalist countries, have
né place within the "nuclear umbrella’.

Another objection raised recently by the Western delegations, and in particular
by the delegations of the United Kingdom and Italy, relates to the problen of hidden
weapons., Thaf‘problem was mentioned, among other things, by the representative'of
Ttaly, Mr. GCavalletti, on 10 March (ibid., p.26). At that meeting the United Kingdom
representative, Sir Paul Mason, asserted that the Soviet Union was unwilling to
accept any control in respect of "undeciéfed'and illegally-retained missiles"
(ibid., p.19). The question of the verification of hidden weapons has been dealt
with extensively this morning by the representative of the United States also.

We cannot understand why the Western delegations cling.to that argument,
knowing, as they do, the following facts. -

First, the missiles retained wiﬁhin the "nuclear umbrella" would be subject to
control at the launching pads from the beginning of stage II in suchlg way that the
number of missiles should not be greater than the number of ldunching pads;' o

Second, the Soviet draft (ENDC/2/Rev.l) envisages broad and réliable measures
df conbrol during stage I over both the elimination of delivery vehicles and the
prohibition of their continued production;

Third, the "nuclear umbrella® itself would, by its substance, nature and
constitution, form the best possible complementary guarantee against the possibility
that a country might intend to retain missiles illegally;

Fourth, in view of the high technical standard and complexity of the existing
missiles and nuclear weapons and their servicing, their clandestine storage is
very problematical -- not to menﬁion their clandestine production, to which the
representative of the quted Kingdom drew thé attention of the Commitf%e in its

working paper submitted .as early as 1962 (ENDC/SB);
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Fifth, -evén a hypothetical use of geveral.of the illegally-<retained missiles and
nuclear weapohs would not: bring the expected.advantage to the aggressor, since (a) the
military potential of States would be considerebly restricted in the course of the .
'disernament'processror would be almost nonnexistenﬁ,'so that the aggressor could not
reach his mgin objective, namely.to-win‘the war; and (b) - the aggressor -would place
himself in the position of being.subject to all measures at the disposal of States
. for use-against a violator of  the. treaty on general and complete,disarmament‘uelthaf
is, -the means provided for by the Mnuclear umbrella!, as well as the measures which
the Security Council would have at its disposal for keeping the peace during tne
disarmament - precess; | o

Sixth and finally, it is well known that accordlng to artlcle 38 of the Sov1et
- draft treaty on gensral and complete dlsarmament by ths end of stage 111, when
disarmament will be .general and complete, control also will be all—embra01ng and

comprehensive., Inspectors of the 1nternatlonal disarmament organlzatlon shall have

-hthe rlght of ==

A"... access at any tlme to any p01nt W1th1n the territory of each
State party to the Treaty” ' (ENDC/r/Rev 1, p 26)

It alSO env1sages the p05510111ty of 1nst1tut1ng aerlal 1nspect10n and aerlal -

photo graphy .

We should not forgeu, elther, that confldence in international relations will be
contlnually strengthened durlng the course of disarmament and that the poss1blllt1es
' ofﬁylolatlon of the treaty will dlmlnlsh very rapidly. ‘
o From what I have ‘said it follows that the so-called problem of control of
olandestlnely—retalned Weapons is art1f1c1ally constructed by the delegations of the
Western Powers. 1 ' '

The Gzechoslovak delegatlon llstened with the utmost interest at the meetlng of
3 March to the statement by Mr, Cavallettl, who said:

"To make sure that no weapon has been-illegally retained'somewhere,

in gons ‘country, the control required.would be so extensive; -

B particularlyin the case of very- large countries, as to be practlcally
impossible. To insist on such control would really mesan that

disarmament ‘was not wantedi": (EHNDC/PV.171. p.ld)
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Mr. Cavalletti saidérfurtherﬁ that when ue are’ faced with the danger inherent‘ip the
armament race "... disarmament implies a certain amount of courage «.." (ibid.)

) We agres with the representative of Italy to a considerable extent. Some fime
ago we welcomed the fact that the Western Powers had abandoned thesir former attitude
in relation to absolute control, such as was mentionsd by Mr. Cavallettlg which in
1960 served the Western delegatlons at the Ten-Nation Committes on Disarmament as.a
pretext for frustratlng negotiations. )

I sald that we agreed with the representative of Italy to a con51derable extent
because, in pursuing his argument, Mr. Cavallettl tried to prove that the percentage
reduction of weapons provided for in the Western proposal (ENDC/30 and Corril and
Add. l,~2,'3) makes the problem of the so-called hidden weapons less urgent. As we
have pointed out, however, under thé.Soviet pfoposal this problem is practically
non-existent as regards both the disarmament measures which will have been effected
and the broad control uhich will have been introduced. The "nuclear umbrella would
play the positive role of being an addltlonal guarantes of securlty until the very
end of the disarmament process. .

On the other hand, under the United States proposal, after more than gix years
we should face a 51tuatlon when stage IIT would be overloaded w1th dlsarmamsnt
measures- in relatlon to delivery vehicles and nuclear weapons, and the'p0551b111ty of
~waging é nuclear war on a wide scale would still exist. Is it not evident that the
Soviet proposal offers States much better guarantees in this respect?

- The urgent interests of the security 6f_éll mankind, and the necessity to make
progress in general -and complete disarmament, call for utilizing the exceptionally
promising possibiiity‘represented by the Soviet proposai for creating a proﬁective
"nuclear,umbrélla"; which was submitted at the eighteenth session of the United Nations
"~ General Assembly.. If the Western Powers really wish general and complete disarmament
to become a reality, 1f they wish to prove that their main aim is not to introducs
"control over armament" and to preserve the possibility of waging nuclear war during
the whole process of disarmament, then they could and should.éccept the Soviet
proposal; because the Soviet proposal was submitted precisely in order to meet the
other side half-way and to find common ground for reaching agreement on generél and

-

' complete disarmament.
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J“M;beﬁﬁNS (Canada)o I have listened with great interest to the
statement which you, -Mr. Chairman, have just made, as well as to the statement
made by the representative of the United States. .\I am af:ald that T cannot
agree with very many of the points wnich you made in'the’statement you have. just
concluded, particularly in your argument that no more control, no more
verification, wouldAbe-requlred in respect of Mr. Gromyko's "umbrellal pr0posal
than had been announced in the various statements of the Soviet delegation to
this Conferenoe. _ _ ' '

' What I had proposed t0 say this morning was mainly in relation to
statements made at our 173rd and L74th meetlngs by delegatlons of the Warsaw
Paot‘countries, and the purpose, of course9 igs to,carry on our dialogue on’
the reduction an&-eventual elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles,
and on the Gromyko proposal for the "auclear umbrella" (ENDC/2/Revfl/Add.l) which
has been advanced as a part of the preoess. In other Werds3 I shall Bé |
’speaking'on the same subject as the two:preced}ng speakers today. '

On 10 March the representative of Bulgaria said:
"Tn any case it is necessary to eliminate the '‘danger of nuclear war -

in the initial stage of the disarmament process." (ENDC/PV 173, p. 5)

The same sort of ‘statement can be culled from the speeches of other. Warsaw
Pact countrles which are represented here.
Mr. Lukanov stated that:

";,.'this view has been shared ... by nearly all the States Members

of the United Nations, except certain Western countrles." (ibid )
He then proceeded to quote from statements which had been made by representatlves
of nbn—éliéned countries in this Committee on various dates in 1962. ‘That
nas at the outset of our negotiations. The quotatlons supported the general
principle that it would be desirable to get rid of nuclear weapons as early
' as possibles but I ‘doubt whether any of the delegations’ quoted would now be
prepared to say, in view of.all the discussions which have "taken place in this‘
Committee, that to get rid of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first
stage;‘desirabie as'it might be, would be practicable in the world today. In
fact the best proof is that since thoseiquoted statements were made the Soviet
Union, by changing its,blan twice, as announced by Mr. Gromyko at the seventeenth

and eighteenth sessions of the United Nations General Assembly, has acknowledged
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that the 1dea of gettlng r1d of all nuclear weapon delivery vehloles in the
flrst stage is not one whloh it would be practicable to negotiate.,
We have heard a great deal about the horrors of nuolear war, and we all
agree. We all want to get rid of the poss1b111ty of a nuolear war as soon
as feasible -- and I emphas1ze that —-3 but, in getting rid of the possibility
of nuolear war, we do not want to leave the poss1blllty of conventional war.
I am sure that the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Pact States which suffered
enormously in the last great "oonventlonal" war will fully agree Wlth that
prlnolple. ‘ C - - B : »: s
What now deters the natlons which possess nuolear armaments from us1ng them
to enforoe thelr polloles in the 1nrernatlonal field? The faot, as was
stressed by our oolleague from the United States, that both sides —- the Unlted
States and the United Klngdom on the one side and the Soviet Union on the other —- '
have theymgans to 1nfllot such devastation that no polltloal object would be ‘
wOrth the”risk of incurring it. In other words, we bave a balance ‘of nuclear
power —- or of nuclear terror, if you llke. That does not mean, of course, that

both sides have the same number of weapons or equivalent means of delivering

them.

‘Furthermore, thls balanoe of nuolear power also 1nh1b1ts any large-scale

use of conventional mllltary foroes, beoause 1n the ex1st1ng circumstances any

- war, on the continent of Europe at any rate, would 1mmed1ately.become_a nuclear

war. But this is an unstable balance and can be upset, as many learned papers/
by United States go-called "strategic analysts" have shown, and I do not
believe that the Sov1et representatlve would contest thelr arguments.

Therefore it 1s important and v1tal to flnd the means, first, ‘%o stop the

arms race, the desperate search for ever new weapon systems, and then to start

areduoing'the present roughly-balanced nuclear deterrents to a minimum as quickly

-as that can be done without upsetfing'ﬁhe balance or railsing fears that the.

nuclear terror will be replaced by another kina.of terror -- the fear. of

interference in- the affairs of other nations by various meagns involving varying

t

degrees of violence up to the maximum of another conventional war.
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Z.Hd%*do we géf to this'minimum balanced nuclear deterrent, of Whlch
Mrx. Gromyko's "umbrella™ is a rather over—éimplified prototype, if I may say so?
Canadian represontatlves, among other ﬁestcrn repry esentatlves, welcomed
Mr. Gromyko's first and second modlfloatlons of the Soviet Union's. orlglnal
plan for abollshlng every kind of nuclear vehlole in the first stage of
disarmament, because we saw in them increased poss1b111t1es of agreement on how
to aéhieve this intermediate stagé in nuclear disarmament; for Mr. Gromyko's
"ﬁmbrella", or any other measure fd reduce to a balanced minimum the nuclear
. deterrent, is to be regarded only as the step before final and complete abdlitioﬁ
of nuclear weapons and their means of dellvery.

Delegations of the SOOlallSt States have often obJeoted to the proposals
‘contalned in the United States disarmament plan (ENDC/3O and Corr.l and Add.l,2, .
3) for the reductlon of nuclear weapon delivery vehloles by. approx1mately
one-third in each of the three stages. They demand that in the first stage all '
nuclear ﬁeapon dellvery vehicles must be abolished. But if, instead of
1ns1st1ng on this unattalnable object, they had adopted the Uhlted States 1dea
of percentage reductions, and if that had been put into effect as a first stage
in 1962, what would have happenéd? - There were perhaps bétween iOO,aﬁd 200
intercontinental ballistic missiles on each side. in existence at that time. ’ if
the percentage reduotibn had been applied against, - say, 150 interoontinentéi
ballistic missiles; there would be only 100 or less on each 31de now instead of
what we have. What a difference that- Would be.

The Committee may feel that on the face of it this is an "if we had only
done so-and-so" kind of argument and hence unrealistic; but the poinf-is'that,
because the Soviet Union has been trying to grasp too muéh, or 'to do too much

at one tlme, we have not been able to get agreement on anythlng.'

I should like to recount to the Conmlttee one of Aesop's faﬁles, about the
boy and-the filberits. A boy ocnce thrust his hand 1nto a jar which was full of
filberts.‘ He grasped as many as his fist could possibly hold, but when he trled
.to draw it out the narrowness of the neck-of the jar prevented him. Not: Wlshlng
to lésé any_of:them but anxious to draw out his>hand, he burst into tears and
oomplained bitterly. - A Dbystander adv1sed him: "Take only a few at’'a time, my [

lad, and you will eéasily get them",.
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We heard from the Soviet representative at our ﬁeeting of 12 March
(ENDC/PV.174, pp. 44 eb_seq.) @ series of strdng.objectioﬁs to the United States
plan for a freeze of the number and characteristics of strategic ﬁuolear offensive
_and defensive vehiclesl(ENDC/lZO). We think that some of the criticisms show that
the Soviet representative has nob realiy understood the intention and scope of the
propoéél., We believe that the United States delegation will soon reply to the
poinﬁs which Mr. Tsarapkin has raised. We hope it will be possible to continue
the discussion of the nuclear ffeeze proposal, which the Canadian delegation
supports as one of the most hopeful collateral measures, of greabt potential
importance in putting a stop to ﬁhe arms race. We hope that future debate on that
subject can be continued in a constructive way, forgoing all polemios.' _

If the building of any more of these intercontinental balligtic missiles could
be stopped here and now, what an advantege it would be for the worldi In a better
atmosphere, knowiﬁg that the number of these engines was not building up all the
'time, we could move much faster in solving the probiem of reducing and finally
eliminating the differences between the Western_apﬁroach and the Soviet Union
approach to getting rid of nuclear weapon vehicles.

I.must confess I found it ratherldifficultlto follow the arguments adduced by
the Bulgarian representative on 10 March in regard to the demands of the Western
nations for proper measufes»of control over all disarmament measures (ENDC/PV.173,
pp,9, 10). Surely that is one of the principles which was agreed (ENDC/5).

Mr, lukanov related his remarks particularly to the Canadian delégation's having
ralsed this question with regard to Mr. Gromykofs "umbrellaﬁ. He then went on to
say: ' ‘

"Tt is time indeed to clear the question of control out of our way

as an obstacle to agreement ..." (ENDG/PV.173, p.9)

T think, Mr. Chairman, you made a similar comment yourself in your statement today.
Then the'repreéentative of Bulgaria made the unacceptable suggestion:
"Let us agree on what we want to achieve ,.." (;ELQ,)
~— which is the same as: "Let us agree in principle, eand then we will discuss
the details". , | |
My delegation end other Western deleéatiohs here have stressed again and again
that the principle of verification is one on which our whole negotiation must be

founded, Unless it has been shown to us by those who propose any measure that it
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L s susceptlble of adequate control, we cannot in prlnciple accept such a measure,
and that 1s the case w1th the Gromyko "mbrellal proposal

I W1ll exolaln fUrther the questlons that we qsked and what we have been told
about the contzol that . 1s proposed for this group of related measures for getting
rld of nuclear wWeapon vehlcles. I hope to show how unsatisfactory the answers
have boen, and how. necessary it is that the limited .amount of explanatlon which has
been glven to us should be greatly ehpanded if we are to make any progress in
solv1ng the problem of rodu01ng and ellmlnatlng nuclear weapon vehlcles°

At our meeting of 18 February I asked how Mr. Gromyko's proposal was to be
verified, and I p01nted out that so far we Had been told only that'inspectors might.
‘be present on the declared intercontinental ballistic missile launching pads at the
"second'stage. I further said that the Soviet proposals for_destroying-all nuclear
weapon uehicles in the first stage, except the limited number postulated in the
' Gromyho proposals; were open to the same objections which the Western countries had
raised against the original Soviet proposal‘before the Gromyko amendments
(ENDC/PV 167, p.8). All that our Soviet colleagues have told us in regard to the
Lcontrol measures uhey ehvisage for a general destructlon of nuclear weapon vehlcles
is exempllfled by article 5, paragraph 3, of their draft treaty for general and
complete dlsarmament which says: |

"Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organlzatlon shall
‘verify the 1mplementatlon of the measures referred to in paragraphs.
1 and 2 above." (ENDG/2/Rev.l, p.6)

-~ that is,.the destruction of rockets in this case.

- We hame récently heard the Soviet.representative repeat that the Soviet Union
is in favour of a strigt and'effective control over.disarmament (ENDC/PV.174, p. 50);
but all that we: have been able to- leﬂrn about what it meams by control is that 1t
w1ll let the 1nspectors ‘witness the destruction or dismantling of armaments or
disbandment of troops. However, as the West has reiterated so often, it is the
poss1blllty that some armaments;may be left, that some may notb be declared, and
that some may etlst in places where the inspectors may not go, which will create
s uncertalnty, doubt and fear. Mr, Chairmen, I am afraid that your statement this
mornlng did not take us any further forward in meetlng the difficulty to whlch I

-

- have just referred :
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Let me restrict the discussion for the moment to the question of destroying
rockets aionen To begin with; the Western countriqs do not kmow how many the
Soviet Union has, and, for the time being and until disarmeament begins, it is of
course within its rights in not publishing numbers, although the United States has
done so., . The Sovist Unioh has not told us how it proposes to demonstrate‘or .
verify to the world that all its rockets except those constituting Mr. Gromyko’s
”“umbrella" arg in fact destroyed.’ | | '

If the West ig to take the Soviet proposals as a gerious basls for negotiation,
it is necessary for the Soviet Union to put forward a tentative, or at least an
iiluStrative, pfogrémme of how the territory of the Soviet Union and its allies and,
at the same tlme, the terrltory of the United States end its allies would be opened
up for inspection t0 prove that there are no rockets other than those declured at
the launching peads. That programme would have to relate the areas opened, and the
time they would be opened after the commencement of disarmament, amd the pércentage
or proportion of rockets as well as all the other categories of nuclear weapons |
that would be suppoged to be destroyed by that tlme

We have also tried to find out ~- and I refer to my statement of 18 February
(BENDC/PV.167, pp.5 et _seq.), as well as to the many other queries by Western
| countries —- the approximate number of intercontinental ballistic missiles which is
énvisaged by Mr. Gromykots "umbrellall, So far we have had no reply to indicate -
what is meanf in figures by a "strictly limited" number, or a "definite, limited
numbér", or a "minimum quantity” -- to quote the phrages used by Mr. Tsarapkin in
his statement of 4 February 1964 (ENDC/PV.163, pp.19 and 20). The nearest we have
come to such an indication might be deduced from Mr., Tsarapkin's remarks on
18 February 1964 (ENDC/PV.167, p.32), which would indicate that he thinks that
350 intercontinental balliétio missiles would be too many. o

At-this point I must refer to a subject which nearly all delegations must have
had on their minds. We wonder why we do not make progress. We have heard from
‘the Soviet Unlon and its allies that 1t is because of the mllltarlstlc attitudes of

the Western countrles. We see a different obstacle to progress. I should like

to draw the attention of the Committee to an editorial in The New York Times
publlshed on 5 March 1964. It refers to the excesglive concern of the Soviet Union

with military secrecy, describing it as an obstacle to progress in disarmament.

/‘. , /



El\TDC/PV 175 T 3

3N

(Mr} Bnrns9 Canada)

The Sov1et delegation here- apparently applies a kind of secrecy to the details
of its proposals for disarmament ' ~otherwise. the Sov1et delegation would bev
'prepared to give the Committee the details and explanatlons which have been so
often asked for. ‘

We hope that the Soviet, delegation w1ll see the obstacles to progress Wthh
its aétitude oreates, and that it will obtain the neoessary 1nstruotions S0 that
" this Committee can thoroughly examine and welgh all the disarmament and collateral

proposals, which is the only way we shall be able to reach effective agreements.

Mr. TSARAPKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from

tRussian§ When the answers given by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the
USSR, Mr. AJA. Gromyko, to the oorrespondent of Izvestiza were published
(EVDC/127 the repreSentatives of the Western Powers tried to cast doubt on the
validity of the appraisal of the unsatisfaotory state of the negotiations as
given in those’ answers. " We have heard oomplaoent arguments from the _
\ representatives of. the Western countries to the effect that there is no need for
Aeonoern. They have even asserted that_some sort of useful work is being. done
in the Committee.- | ' ‘ | o

However, reassuring speeches; and appeals to-avoid the worﬁ-"impasse" in our
" appraisal of the state of affairs in the Committee, will not in themselves change
- the situation for the better. Moreover,'attempts to cover up or even.to
embellish the real unsatisfaotory state of affairs in the Committee can ereateAthe
harmful 1llus10n that the Committee is- aotually doing something in the field of
disarmament ‘and that there is no need for us to worry. We, however; cannot
agree Wwith sueh hnfounded complaoenoy. Those who are following our negotiations
and who are anxious for the cause of disarmament fully agree with the severe but
.entirely justified comment of Mr. A A. Gromyko when he saids '

"No harsh words would be excessive in order to desoribe the work of

the Elghteen—Nation Committee on Disarmanent if one bears in mind

the practical result of +he negotiations in the Committee.™ (1b1d., Do l)
The last few meetings devoted to general and complete disarmament are a

conv1n01ng 1llustration of this. )
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It'is now clear to everyone that the shobéssful progress ‘of the negotiations
is béing hampered by the fact that fhe Western Powers are évéding a-solufion to '
the key ﬁroblem of'geheral and dOmplete:disarmament —— the problem\ofveliminating‘
the danger of a nuclear war. The Soviet Goverhmenf has suggested a way towards
the solution of this p:oblém by submitting the propgsal for é_"nuclear umbrella"
(BWDC/2/Rev.1/Add.1). This proposal is intended to meet the views of the
Western Powefé.\’ No one can deny . that an agreement is possible only when the
two 81des are in accord on the pr1n01p1e of the matter. The point is that
an agreement in privciple means ﬁhat the choice of a direction has been made.
While there is no agreement oﬁlthe main thing, it is useless to talkxabout
details. | ’ .

The Soviet GoVernment's proposal for a "nuclear umbrella" is based, as we
have thoroughly explalned, on the premise that all nuclear weapon delivery -
vehlcles will be destroyed in the first stage of® dlsarmament and that durlng
the second and tnlrd'stages of disarmament, only the Soviet Union and the
United States will retain in their own.tefrifories a strictly limited number
of missiles of specifiéd categories. We have already told you what these
categories are, and you know all about.them. The prlnclple of this proposal is
that the threat of a nuclear war will be eliminated right- from the first stage
of [disarmament, but at the same time a "nuclear umbrella" will be retained as an
add?tionallguarantee of the security of States carrying out disarmament.,

| Is there any need to repeat once again -- since it is agknowledged by
‘everyone ~~ that the eliminafibn of the threat of a nuclear war is an obligatory
' condition of general and ooﬁpleﬁe disarmament?  Without this condition, . the
programme fér genéral énd complete disarmament will become a fiction. The
mgintenance of the threat of a nuclear war would make it impossible to carry out
general and complete dlsarmament - It is precisely here, in this matter, that
the line passes which divides the positions like a watershed. (On one ¢ide are
the real advocates of disarmament; on the other side are its opponents, who are
quite willing to talk about diéarmément but do not wish fo make it a reality.

During the discussion the‘faét has been qﬁite definitely established that
the percehtage approach to the éqlution of the problem of eliminating the means

of delivery of nuclear weapons (ENDC/}O and Corr. 1 and 4dd. 1,2,3), which 18
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defended by the Western Powers and has again been defended\today in the statement
of the United States'representative; Mr. Pisher, is fallacious in its very'basis.
This approach runs counter to the idea of general and complete disarmament,
~because inherent in and intrinsic to such an»approach is the possibility of
waging a nuclear war ‘at all stages of disarmament. The representatives of the
United States, the United Kingdom, Italy and Canada have been unable to refute
this conclusion. . Indeed, it is impossible to refute it. ‘

Our last meeting still further corroborated the validity of this conclusion,
The members of the Committee have had an opportunity to form a clear picture of
tne way of thinking and the trend of the ideas of the United Kingdom representative,
Sir Paul Mason, and hlS‘Uhlted States colleague Mr. Fisher. In their statements
the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom have pointed out
the need to safeguard one or another State against a threat to its security,
and to ensure that it has the pOSSibility of defending itself in the event of
aggression during the disarmament process. Wey too, are in favour of this,
although - we believe that the further the world goes along the path of disarmament
the' more staple will be the security of States; and that finally, upodn conplefion
of the disarmament process proposed by the Soviet Union, the menace of war will
disappear altogether and for ever, and the security of States and of the peoples
. cf the world will become complete. ‘

But on the question of safeguarding the security of States,‘something
>etrange is taking place in the position of the Western Powers. While the Western
representatives make verbal statements in favour of safeguarcing the security of
'‘States, in actual fact they insist on including in the "nuclear umbrella" Sucn
armaments as would serve diametrically-opposite purposes: namely, armamenrs
which would serve the purposes of a clandestine surprise nuclear attack and which
at tne same time would not come under permanent control by means of which it would
be pos31ble to discover and,6 expose any menacing preparations for nuclear attack
On the other hand, the Western representatives propose to exclude purely

defensive missiles frym those to be included in the "nuclear umbrella'.
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In general, the 51tuatlon in Tact turns out to be that ‘on the one hand,
the Western Powers are ardent advocates: of those types of missiles such as the N
Polaris, for example, whiohiare intended for launching secret; unoqnt?oliabie,
surpfise’nuolear blowss and on the other hand they'eﬁject to the retention of'ffﬂ”
defensive miesiies within the scope of the "nuclear(umbrelia"{ They are iﬁ‘
favour ofvwhat could be used for aggression, but are opposed to what would .
neutralize~the posSibiiity of .aggression. This preferenoe in itself shbws most
eloquentiy the general.trendﬂef the position of the Western Powers on disarmameﬁt
vquestlons. '

Let us turn to What the United Klngdom representatlve, Sir Paul Mason9 said
to us_(ENDC/PV.173, pp.18 et seg.). © He began by casting doubt on the feas1b111ty‘
and effeofiveness of the control which we pfopose‘over.the'missi}es to be retained
by the Soviet Union and the Uhited‘States. The Canadian representative sald the
same thing today (supra, pp.16 et seq. )::v'As we have pointed out on more than one
occasion, this control can be carried out directly at the 1aunoh1ng pads or sites.
This means that the missiles retained by agreement would be under permanent
control. Such control would enable each interested party to'have complete ,> L
assurance that no sugpicious preparatlons for launching these m1ss1les are .being’
carried on by elther side. . Nevertheless, Sir Paul Mason is still full of doubts
about the effeotlveness of the oontrol over the remalnlng missiles which is
pr0posed by the Sov1et Unlon.

But as soon as ‘Sir Paul Mason beglns to talk about Polaris mlss1les, all
his doubts about the poss1b111ty of oarrylng'out effeotlve control over them
vanish. On the contrary, in regard to Polaris missiles Sir Paul Mason sees no
difficulty of eontfol and is satisfied mereiylwithfperiodic‘contfoi dﬁring the.
short period when vessels, carrying Poieris.missiles put in at their bases. .
Censequently, in regard to Polaris missiles the Western Powers would not permit
systematic control and permanent-supefvision, but only occasional controls
namely, when a vessel carrylng Polaris migsiles returns to its base. It is
well knowns however, that nuclear submarines with missiles on board can nav1gate.

independently under water for many months without putting in at their bases.
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”Tnus the Polaris missiles on board thesermilifary vessels could be for
months beyond any control. It is obvious, Sir Paul Mason, that with such a
control system the security of States would not be safeguarded but the threat of
-surprlse attack, the fear of Wthh is constantly being mentioned by the Western
representatives 1n their statements, would 1norease to a great extent.
Thus on the one hand Sir Paul Mason cannot be satisfied with the
,permanent control which we propose over remaining missiles directly at the
launohlng-pads, but on the other hand he is quite satlsfled with oooa31onal oontrol
when, as a representative of the Western Powers, he starts talking about including
Polaris missiles in the '"nuclear umbrella'.
What Sir Paul Mason has said about control, his double yardstlok for control
in connexion with the Soviet proposals and with those of the West, the obgectlons
w_' " of the Western representatlves to the inclusion of defensive missiles in .the
-"nuolear umbrella" ,, and their 1ns1stenoe on 1nolud1ng in it missiles Wthh are
obv1ously 1ntended for preparlng and carrylng out a clandestine surprise nuclear
attack against the other side -— all these faots revesl to the members of the
" Committee a fairly clear picture of‘the real attitude of the Western Powers
both to the question~of saféeguarding the security of States and to the question
of oontrol. They are interesbed.in control, not as a-means of supervising the
dmplementation of disarmament measures, but as a means of achieving certain '
military and political aims. In the case we .are considering it is clear that
the Western representatives in the Committee insist on an approach which would
klead to increasing the possibility of waging a nuclear war and launching a surprise
nuclear attacks. | _ | | .

- In his statemenf_fhe United Kingdom representative developed the theme of
whose approach would be more likely to encourage illegal concealment of the means
of delivery -- the Soviet aporoaoh or the Western approach. He asserted that,
given the Western percentage approaoh, there would be no possibilities of
concealing missiles,'or at least they would be extremely limited, but that,

- given the imnlementation of the Soviet'proposal‘for an agreed and striotly limited
e quantlty of missiles to be retained within the scope of the "nuclear umbrella"

there would in his oplnlon be such a danger.
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- Actually, heuever,vthe eituatien(lsfquife the opposite. The Soviedt -
proposals on disarmament ENDC/Z/Rev.l and., Add‘l) WOuld eliminate the danger of
m1ss1les belng oonoealed, beoauoe they would meke such concealment, ®o to speak,
unprofltable, useless for achleV1ng its aim, and practically impossible. Let ue
: oon31der under what conditions the Sov1et prOpOSdl for a "nuclear umbrella
would be oarrled out in stage I of our digarmament programne. . | '
During the first stage of dlsarmament all ‘means of delivery, except for
a strictly limited agreed number of missiles to be retalned in the terrltorles
of the Soviet Uhlon and the Uhlted States, will. be destroyed under control.
411 enterprlses conneoued with the produotlon of means of delivery will.
be closed or re-equlpped for peaceful produotlon under oontrol..
L1] launohlng pads for mllltary m1381lee will be ellmlnated under control.
A11 testing sites, airfields and g0 forth w1ll be eliminated or re- equlpped

‘

for peaoeful purposes under oontrol..

Research aot1v1t1es eonneoted w1th 1mprov1ng means of dellvery of nuclear
weapons will be discontinusd. '

Solentlsts, enmlneers, teohnlolans and Workers employed in all these sectors
will be transferred to peaceful activities. ‘ ‘

The launching of missiles fer'the purposee of peaoeful reeearoh and. the
oonquest of outer space will be carried out under 1nternat10nal control.

I shall ‘not touch on other dlsarmament meagsures in the fleld of the
reduction of armed forces and the ellmlnatlon of conventional armaments.

It suffloes to ploture the Whole breadth of the dlsarmament measures - to be
carried out and thé range of control over thelr 1mplementatlon to see clearly,
how untenable and groundless is the talk of the Western representatlves about
the ﬁossibility of oencealingAhuolear weapon deli#ery veﬁieles if the Soviet
Wdisarmament plan is oarried'out.A Let wus examlne this question more olosely..
After all " the purpose of oonoeallng the means of dellvery 1s 'in order to use them.
But in order to use’ them, complicated 1nstallat10ns, launching pads and sp601allzed
staff are requireéd. Given the measures proposed by us for the first and '
subsequent stages of disarmament and for(oonfrol over their implementetion, the
retention of these enormous installations ~- and, what is more, in secret —

4]
would become:quite impossible.
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Let us now turn to the proposals of the United States. Their outline of
disarmament is designed so that in all three stages of its implementation the
nuclear Powers would retain an enormous quantity of nuclear weapons and their
means of delivery. Under the United States disarmameﬁt programme, plants for
the replacement of missiles used for various checks and tests will continue to
operate, not only during the first stége of disarmament, but also during the
gecond and third stages.

Testing grounds for nuclear weapons and missiles will continue to operate,

Numerous skilled personnel engaged in producing, serviciﬁg and testing means
of delivery will be retained. -

It suffices to compare these two characterizations of the disarmément
programmes -~ the Sovie} programme and the United States programme -- to see
that the Western approach to disarmament affords all the necessary physical,
material possibilities for concealing missiles and for utilizing themy; whereas
the Soviet disarmament-programme does not.

of course,'We can foresee that the representatives of the Western Powers
will deny this{ and will allege that the United States proposals provide for
control for the purpose of discovering hidden weapons. This control, in their
opinion, should cover the whole territory of any particular country and should
have the possibility of investigating and ransacking every nook, every mound or
bush. The Canadian represehtative has confirmed this is his statement today.

Generally speaking, on this éubject == thé subject .of control -= the United
States is reverting to its unfounded demand for the establishment of control over
. remaining armaments, which, as a matter of fact, means intelligence work and
espionage. This becomes particularly obvious when we analyse the United States
draft treaty.

In order to begin reducing the means of delivery by 30 per cent, as proposed
in the United States outline of disarmament, it is of course necessary to know the
.whole 100 per cent of the quantity available. Well then, let us suppose that States
have reported their own data. Would it be possible after that to begin making a-
reduction? Apparently not, because it is at that time -- namely, at the time of
the submission of official data by States —- that conceslment of the means of

delivery would be most probable; for who would start concealing these vehicles
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during the disarmament précess, when conﬁrol would be in operation gnd, consequently,
when there would be a serious risk of'Eeing-caught red-handed? '

Yot once the possibility of the- éoncealment of nuiclear weapon delivery vshicles
at the time of suﬁmitting_data on existing stocks of these vehicles is presumed, the
United States: leaders immediately raise the question of comprehensive control for the
purpbse of diécovering fconcealed? delivery vehicless In practice this would'mean
that, before the first missile is destroyed, it would.be necessary to sesrch every

industrial plant, every'Warehguse and arsenal, every military‘unitg every inhabited
.centre and every inch of ground =- in short, the whole country and all remaining
armaments ~= lest a missile might have been concealed somewhere.

And. what would be the situation as a result of such an approach? -- which,
indidentally, wag alse defended andvadvocated-tgday bylthe representative of Canada,
Mr. Burns., As a rasult the situation would be that in fact nothing would be done
for disarmement. - The whole 100 per cent of militéry potential and the whole 100 per
cent of the means‘for launching a ﬁucléar attack would remain intacty; but a thorough
gearch would be made of the whole country. If this is not espionage, if this is not
military intelligerce, what is it? '

A1l the States Members of the United Nations have recognized the principle that
there can be no contrel without disarmament and no disarmament without cbntfoia The
United States and the Uhitea Kingdom have also deciared their adherence to this
principle. But they have not broﬁghﬁ thelr proposals into line with this principle.
The situation that has come about in the world today is one in which 1 per cent or,
say, 3 per cent of the existing nuclear weapons would be qﬁite enough in order to
wage a devastating nuclear war. In these days the destruction of 97 or even 99 per
cent of the ekisting stockpiles of nuclear weapons would not eliminate the terrible
threat hangimg over mankind. ‘ |

What, -thén, can be said about the United States outline, which provides for a
30 per cent reduction of nuclear Weabon delivery vehicles in the first Stage of
disarmement and for the retention of all the huge stockpiles of nuciéar weapons? Tt ;

is clear that this United- States broposal does not meet the purposes of disarmament
or the interests of the security of peoples and States. By its structure, by‘iﬁs
" nature; by its approach to the solution of the problem of disarmament, and By:ﬁts
methodology and philosophy, this proposal is anti=-humanitarian ah&‘éiméd'at‘rétaining

the maximum possibilities for.the destruction of mankind which exist in our times.
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The main requirement now is to elimiﬂéte'the'boééibility, not only of over-kill, T
but of any destruction of peoples at all. The danger of a nuclear’ war must be® "%
eliminated at the very outset of thé‘disérmaméht:pfOEESSk This is'the imperative
necessity’Of:ouf ﬁimes; én& this can be achiséved by pufting into effect’‘the proposals *
‘of the Soviet Uhibnﬂon'généfél aﬁd'completé;disarmamentf The Soviet draft treaty -on
general and complete disarmament is the‘ohly“fealistié plah ‘submitted t¢ the Committee -
that would eliminate the threst of over-kill in-the ¥ety first stage of disarmaménts .

: whereas the Weéfern disarmament plaﬁ*would.retain this terrible threst until the very
end of the disarmament process -= that is, until the end of:the third stdges

From those who oppose ‘the adoption of the Soviet proposal for a "nuclear umbrellal, .
a proposal whicﬁ‘opens ﬁp & way to the reaching ‘of agreement on general and .complete .
disarmsment, we hear arguments to the effect‘that it would be. better=at present to. " -
>deal, not With’disarmament, but with a freeze of strategic means of ‘delivery of nuclesar ':
weapons (ENDC/120). They are trying thérebyftolperSuade us that this.is a-"new":. .. -
approach, a hew word in the field of disarmament. But what is the significance of
this "new" word for péace, when, given the proposed freeze, -the whols world will.be -~ .-
even more armed than it is now, although even at the present time the peoples. live -. -
constantly under the threst and terrible danger of nu¢lear annihilation? This new.
'Uhited'8£ates pfbpral, by freezing the existing situstion in the nucleéar arms race,
would in fact "fréeze“”am?that is, preserve == the terrible nucléar threat: hanging
over mankind. =~ h - A ' - ‘

If we go deepér into the'Uhited'States-proposal, we see that the freéeze of -~ .
strategic means of delivery of‘nuclear‘wéapons‘propbsed;by the United.States is in
fact a device, a convenient screen, for switching reséurces, production capacities
and scientific’ and technical forces to the development: of othertypes of: nuclear:*
weapons and their means of delivery. It is known that tactical means-of deliwery-of - -
nuclear weapons; just like Gonveéntional ‘armements, will increase in quantity and, be.
improved in quality with still greater rapidity. - That is the real nature of the - - -
United States proposal for a freeze. CoLt

Our analysis ieads’to*a,definite conclusion: namely, that without the simultaneous.
impiementationfof“measures of disarmement, a freeze of strategic meahs'of'del;yery;
cannot result in any redudtion whatsoever in thé thréat of a 'nuclear war.. On the. . --.

contrary, ii'may-increase the threat and render it more acute. This ¢onclusion cannob.- -
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be refuted by any juggling‘of words or sophistry. In nsing these terms I am referring
£0 the statement by Mr. Fisher,'tne United States representative, at our last meeting
when he said that our'task was '

LN to see that in future years the number of armaments on this eartn'

is less than might otherwise be the case;" (ENDGC/PV, 174, D.30)

Less by comparison with what, Mr. Fisher? By comparison with the present number9

Your freeze proposal does not provide for thls. In saying this, Mr. Flsher, you were
engaging in sophistry or 51mply playing with words.

On a number of occasions the representatives of the United States have used
‘menacing words in the Committee, While announcing that the United States was
determined to step up the arms race still further,‘they have at the same time promised
that they will not do so to the full extent if foreign -~ in other words, United States -
" control is established over the most 1mportant, the most secret branch of the defence
industry of the USSR and over its whole territory. This request for control without |
disarmament is purely and simply a request for complete freedom of action to engage
_ in inteliigence activities and egpionage., The Soviet Union has already repeatedly
said that it cannot and will not permit this. ‘ A ‘ ‘

In the interests of a correct understanding of the real reasons for the
United States proposal for a freeze of strategic means of delivery, it is helpful to
re-examine the background of this proposal., The military leaders of the United States,
haviné, according to their own assertions, accumulated gigantic stecks of nuclear
weapons which are large enough to destroy all their targets on this planet many times
over, have now resolved to switch their resources, production catacity and niiitary
effort from the production of strategic means of delivering nuclear weapons intoc an
intensified race in regard to other means of delivery and to conventional armaments. |
The net result of this United States pronosal would be a shift in the centre of ’
gravity, in the emphas1s, of the United States arms programme from one field of
armaments to another. We demonstrated at the last meetlng that this is indeed the
aim of the leaders in the Pentagon-(iﬁii, P48 ). Nevertheless, it is clear that this
shift of emphasis in the armaments race would in no way constitute Ndisarmament in

the most meaningful sense of the word", as Mr, Fisher has tried to’assert (ibid., bQBO).
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In their efforts to substitute discuSSion of a freeze for discuSSion of gsneral
and complete disarmament, the Western Powers are “obstructing a solution to the problem
of general and complete disarmament ‘and are steering the talks away from a solution
to this important question. It should be noted that, through its freeze proposal the
United States is seeking to prevent the adoption of the Soviet proposal for elimination
of bomber aircraft (ENDC/123), although it is obvicus to everyone that there is no
comparison betweén these two proposals so far as their possible”contribution to a
golution-of the disarmament problem ig concerned. We need only oompare the fOllOWlng
aspects of the proposals to be convinced of that fact. o

4 freeze means, I repeat, that all the strategic missiles now available in the
stockpiles and arsenals of the nuclear Powers, all bomber aircraft, and all other | .
nuclear delivery vehicles would be retained fully intact in the armaments of Statesoé_
'vAdoption of this United States proposal would not have the effeot’of.slowing down thet
arms race, which mould, on the contrary, be intensified in the area of tactical nuclear
weapons and conventionszl armsments. The Soviet proposal for eliminating homber
aircraft, on the other hand, is a measure of physical disarmament, It would mean
the destruction of thousands of aircraft capable of carrying nuclear weapons. This
measure does not, of course, amount to removallof'the threat of a nuclear war —= the
removal of this threat would be ensured by the Soviet draft treaty on general and
complete disarmament -=; ~but the elimination of bomber aircraft would nevertheless
substantially reduce the threat of a nuclear war.

Acceptanoe,of the Soviet proposal for the elimination of homber aircraft can
"open the path to reductions in all types of‘forces from present levels®, the goal
suggested by Mr. Johnson, the President of the United States,\in his message to the -
Committeé (ENDC/120, p.2). The elimination of bomber aircraft would indeed be a
definite ‘advance towards the elimination of theé eXisting means of conducting nuclear '
war. Implementation of this measure would make it easier to take the next step —=
elimination of the other means of delivering nuclear weapons and, above all, of
missiles -= and thus remove the threat of nuclear war.

& freezé would not affect in the slightest the vast armaments in the possession
of Statesy ard -does not meet the needs of disarmament. A freeze means control
without disarmament. Such a measure can lead only to greater distrust-in relations -
among States, an acceleration of the arms race, and an increased danger of the

outbregk of an aggressive war.
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If we analyse the records of our Committee's discussions on gehefal and'domplete
disarmament during its last two months of work, we cannot fail to see that the
representatives of the Western Powers are in effect veering away from serious énd
constructive consideration of this crucial current problem. At our Tuesday meetings,
which are devoted to general and complete disarmament, the Western representatives
largely confine themselves to raising a variety of artificial and irrelevant issues
and seeking to substitute a discussion of individual technical points fdr & discussion
of the essential substance of our proposal. In his statement today Mr. Fisher did not 
give any new arguments in support of the United States position. The questions.he,,
asked today are not new either, but have been put by representativesiof:the Western
Powers before; we have answered them in previous. statements and also in our
statement today. We of courseAreserve the right to make additional observations if
this is justified by our study of the text of Mr. Fisher's statement today.

The discussions have shown that the representatives of the Western Powers are
doing their utmost to drag out the talks and are taking no action that might
facilitate the speedy preparation of a treaty on general and complete disarmament
and the removal of the threat of nuclear war. We deplore the fact that-the
representatives of the Western Powers are consistently refraining from defining their
position on the substantive issue == in other words, from indicating whether they
accept the Soviet proposal for destroying all nuclear delivery vehicles.in the first
- stage of disarmament except for a limited number to be retained as part of the "nuclear
. umbrella. " | ,

We much regret that the United States representative, in his statement today,
shed no positive light on the position of the Western Powers on the central and most. .
urgent question, that of removing the threat of a nuclear war. As is clear from the
views expressed today by Mr. Fisher, the representative of the United States, that-
country continues to adhere to its vicious concept of disarmament, which is to disarm
in such a way that the threat of a nuclear war still exists and deliberately‘to
preserve .this threat during all three stages of disarmament. This is, of course, not
diéarmament, but the antithesis of disarmament. The sooner the Western Powers give a
positive answer to this key question in the negotiations, the easier it will be to.
solve all the other problems of disarmsment. The prospectsﬂof progress in the
disarmamentwtaiks lie in that direction, and we urge the Western Powers to give us an

answer, to move in that direction.-




.ENDG/PV.175,
34

Mr. CAVALLFTTT (Italy) (translatlon from French) I should like to make a
few brief remarks on th1s mornlng s debate and on that of last Tuesday about gsneral
and complete disarmament . (ENDG/PV. 173). We have heard some 1mportant speeches today,
and naturally I shall study them carefully in the recordse

The Eastern delegatlons have played their full part in the debate on the.'w
‘ Gromyko proposal. Last Tuesday speeches were made by the representatlves of Bulgarla,
-Romanla and the Sov1et Uhlon, while today the representatlves of Czechoslovakla, ‘and y
agaln of the Sov1et Unlon, took the flooru Unfortunatelyy although I llstened to
’these speeches W1th the greatest abttention, I cannot say that I found in them any new
elements which would really prov1de answers to the various questlons asked by US. . |
At the beglnnlng of h1s speech this morning Mr. Tsarapkln introduced a certaln . :
note of pe551m1sm, with whlch, however, I certalnly do not wish to assoclate myself°
From the very outset we have known that the dlfflcultles were very great and very
serlous, partlcularly as regards general and complete dlsarmament and especlally its
Lflrst stage. Consequently no one should be surprlsed that we have not yet found a |
solution. ' ‘ - _ -
I must say, however, that the:Soviet and other Eastern delegations.have not S0 y
far done anything to reduce'these difficultiesn- They continue to regard -as. mattersv
of detall or artlflclal 1ssues = that was the term used by Mr. Tsarapkln this morning,
I belleve -~ those grave problems whlch we have ralsed very obJectlvely and whlchy in
_our v1ew, stem from the Gromyko proposal (ENDG/Q/Rev l/ﬁdd l) Really, I do not thlnk
that this attitude towards our requests for explanations and the problems ralsed by
us is a correct onen For my part to promote a more thorough study of the Gromyko -
proposal and try to overcome our dlfflcultles, I proposed tnat each problem should be
studled systematlcally and in detall and that some sort of agenda should be drawn up,
partlcularly for the Gromyko proposal But that 1dea met with no response from the
. Eastern delegatlonso X ' o ' S
The representatlves of the western Powers, whose speeches were equally numerous
and searchmng, drew speclal attentlon to three types of problems raised by the
Gromyko proposal 'namely the malntenance of a balance, control and the peaceful
organlzatlon of the world, These- problems were once more expounded very lucldly thls
morning by the Uhlted States representatlve, Vr. Flsher° As 1 ses 1t, if these
problems are not studled separately, we run the r1sk of Wastlng our tlme and s1nk1ng

1nto & morass of confus1on° That there is a risk of confus1on can be seen from |
M. Tsarapkin's speech last Tuesday, in whlch he sa1d ‘ '
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YAt the same time we were told by the Western Powers that allegedly
they could not absolutely deétroy all missiles. They reasoned as follows:
'What if someone illegaliy retains or hides a number of misSiles? We must
have some sort of assurance', they said, YofAbeing in a position to launch
a nuclear counter-blow'., The raising of this question itself is groundless,

. most unconvincing and purely speculative; Nevertheless, since this was an
obstacle to agreement, the Soviet Union made a concession to fhefposition,
the point of view, of the Western Powers, even though, I repeat, it is
groundless." (ENDG/FV.173, D.28)

And later on’Mr..Tsarapkin went on to say:

"It was in order to go towards meeting fhe claims of the Western Powers
that they needed to have something in case of a supposedly p0551ble surprlse
attack by means of supposedly possible concealed missiles, that we proposed

the 'nuclear umbrella'. (ibid., p.29)
A similar thought was, I believe, expressed this morning by the Czechoslovak
. representative, Mr. Zemla. These views call, I feel, for some remarks by us.
We never said that it would be impossible to destroy all the missiles, for feer
' that some missiles might be hidden away in violation of the agreement We did say
that we want to deatroy all missiles =- all m1581les, ~= without a solitary exception,
but in a gradual and balanced manner; because that is the only realistic way of
dOihg‘it'without compromising the existing military balance and thus without
compromising peace. | |

I believé that the idea I have Just set forth 1s quite dlfferent from the
interpretation given to our views by the Soviet and Gzechoslovak delegations. The »
question of hidden missiies is of course a matter of serious concern $o us; as I
have stressed in a previous speech (ENDC/PV.171, pp. 14-16)., But this problem lies
within the province of eentrol, not within that of the maintenance of a balance., If
the question of clandestine missiles == or, for that matter, of hidden weapons in
general -- is introduced into the balance problem; this becomes insoluble. If, as
Mr, Tearapkin seems to think, it is desired to keep SUpplementery.weapons to guard -

against possible concealed weapons, disarmamenf itself becomes impossible,
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Without. effective control, there is no limit to the number- of weapone that can
be hidden. There is no way of knowing how many weapons can be* hidden by a country
of bad faith, and to guard against such a danger =- unknown and unknowable — it
would be necessary to maintain an unlimited arsenal of weapons. In reallty, if
weapons are retained during the disarmament process, it is to permit of_a balanced
process of disarmament; and for no other reason. The problem of hidden:Weapons
Abeiongs to the subject of control; it can be solved by 1nspect10n, not by open
-and legal possession of other weapons, - i

Mr. Tsarapkin stated that authorized and declared missiles should remain under
permanent control, We entirely agree. But, within the framework of the Gromyko
proposal we stlll want to know. to what type of control -- permanent or not, total
or not: == any hidden missiles. will be gsubject. . S

I amiaddre851ng‘th;s guestion likewise to the Czechoslovak representetive,:
who this morning (Supra, p«ln)'quoted-a passage on-control from a speech by:tﬁe
Italian delegation at a previous meeting. He spoke of courage. Well, I agree
that courage is necessary in dealing withzcontrol, as indeed with all aspects of
disarmament, while meking due-allowance for the Very grave dangers which at pfesent
exist owing to the absence of disarmament. But Mr. Zemla must HaVe‘misunderstood me =-
or else I'did not express myself clearly -- if he thinks that‘I said that effective
end general control was impossible.j I did not say that it would be impossibie to-

apply complete control at the end of disarmament. "I said that it would be impoesibie

‘ to apply complete or neariy complete control at the end of the firstﬂstage,tes implied
by the Gromyko proposal.: ~ We. consider that control must be gradual and that its scope“
must expand with the progress of disarmament. o B ' '
; In my view there is a contradiction in the Gromyko proposal: - namely, that'
'almost complete dlsarmament cannot be realized without almost complete control
which == I repeat -- is very difficult to achieve at the.end of the first stage.
‘Mbreover, I fear that it will be dlfflcult.to come to an agreement on any form of
- control eozlongvas the necessary inspections are regafded as espionage and as
violations_qf a country's:secﬁritY=--That‘attitude must be discarded, and I had-hoped
that the present‘improved.international‘atmosphere would have enabled us to do away '

with == or, at least, reduce -~ these apprehensions.

N
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-In any case, to come back to my argument, I feel that we should examine
separately the three types of problem stemming from the Gromykd'propOSals 'ﬁéiﬁtenance
of a balance, éontrol, organization'of'peace. That would be a conétructive work
~ plang but T must confess that I see nothing constructive in going on repeating that
the West wants to keep some missiles and maintain .a nuclear threat. Such remarks are
absolutely pointless and do not in any way represent the Western position. Thé"
Western proposition is a concrete one: we must gradyally and progfessivgly.eliminate
all atomic-pefils,'all missiles. - ~. '

The Sovietvdélégation expressed, last Tuesday and again today, its cpncgfn bver
& possible increasSe in the number of missiles. It is quite true that, if no one does
enything, the number of missiles may well increase. Any.country which rightly or
wrongly believes that it has‘fallen behind in the race will try to catch up with the
country that appears to be in fronts the latter, in its turn, will try not to be
overtaken and will continue to produce missiles. That is the classical arms race,
the familiar and deplorable arms spiral. How can we prevent that? - We must obviously
stop this race at once, and prevent an aggravation of this spiral.

But that is not the sum total of our proposals, We also propose a 30 per cent
reduction in all nuclear devices without exception, to be carried out over a period
of three years. That proposal was put forward by the West two years ago., If it had
been accepted then, there would now bé many fewer missiles in the world and the .
situation would be much betterlthan it is now.

In any case, what are the objectioﬁs to-the percentage system? I must say that
I have not heard any convincing ones. The percentage method is accepted by the
Eastern delegations for conventional weapongland‘has.been proposed. for military
budgets. Why reject it solely fér nuclear weapons?
| Those are our proposals; they are very clear. They were set forth this morning
systematically and clearly by the United States representative, Mr., Fisher, who at
the same time made a profound and very valuable analysis of Mr; Gromyko's proposal.

As T see it, we must, without pessimism or impatience, continue to compare both
sides' proposals in the light of the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations
(ENDG/5), concentrating step by step on each individual problem: maintenance of
balance, control, and peaceful organization of the world. Those are not problems of
detail or artificial problems; they are reael onea and have been explained to the

Committee in our speeches on the Gromyko proposal.
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The Conference declded to issue the follow1ng communlque

"The Conference of the ElghteenmNatlon Commltuee on Dlsarmament today
held 1ts l75th,plenary meetlng in the Palals des Natlons, Geneva, under the

ChalrmanShlp of Mr° Miroslav Zemla, Envoy Extraordlnary and Minlster .

“ Plenlpotentlary, representatlve of Czechoslovakla°

“Statements were made’ by ‘the representatlves of the Unlted Statesljl“

ot Amerlca, Czechoslovakla, Ganada, the USSR and Italyav

gv"The next meetlng 01 the bonference will be held on Thursday, N

19 MaI'Ch 1964, at lO 30 A m. n

T Tpe meeting rose at 12,30 pom.



